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DETAILED ACTION 

The amendment filed December 23, 2008 has been entered. Claims 1-9 remain 
pending in the application. Claims 10-13 are canceled. Claims 14 and 15 are new. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 7 is objected to because claim 7 appears to depend on claim 1 but does 
not clearly indicate dependency. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
US Patent No. 5,976,483 to Langlet et al., herein after Langlet I. 

Regarding claims 1-2 , see the reasons stated in section claim rejections - 35 
USC § 102 in the previous office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3-6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patents 5,976,483 to Langlet et al. (herein after Langlet I) as applied to 
claims 1-2 above, and further in view of US Patent 6,291,711 to Langlet (herein 
after Langlet II). 

Regarding claims 3-6 , see the reasons stated in section claim rejections - 35 
USC § 103 in the previous office action and argument below. 

Regarding claim 9, Langlet I teaches that a dinitramide salt, ADN, for example, 
can be prepared from another dinitramide salt like KDN (see column 4, lines 6) and 
Langlet II teaches that guanylurea dinitramide can be made from a guanylurea salt and 
ADN (see example 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to substitute the dinitramide salt (ADN) with the separated 
precipitate (guanylurea dinitramide) in the method of Langlet I and arrive at a different 
dinitramide salt as taught in Langlet II, motivated by the fact that it is a simple ion 
exchange process. 

Langlet I does not expressly teach that the added positive ion from step (2) is 
recovered and is re-used in the production of dinitramide salts. 

Langlet II indicates that suitable guanylurea salts that can be used in the 
preparation [for guanylurea dinitramide] are those that can be dissolved in water and a 
certain acidification of the water may be required to make the salt dissolved (column 3, 
lines 16-19 and Example 1). This suggests that the guanylurea salt (i.e. the added 
positive ion from step (2)) that remains in solution after the recovery of guanylurea 
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dinitramide in Example 1 , for example, is not soluble in a basic aqueous solution and 
thus can be recovered by basifying the solution. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at time of invention would have appreciated 
recovering and reusing the guanylurea salts in the production of more dinitramide salts 
in order to recycle the material by a simple precipitation recovery process as suggested 
by Langlet II. 

Claims 7-8 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Langlet I and Langlet II, as combined above, in further view of 
US Patent No. 4,559,409 to Seyerl. 

Regarding claims 7-8 , see the reasons stated in section claim rejections - 35 
USC § 103 in the previous office action and argument below. 

Regarding claim 14 , Langlet I teaches a method of producing a salt of 
dinitramidic salt (column 1 , lines 4-14, 52-67), comprising: 

• Nitrating a compound (ammonium sulfamate-see example 7), with a mixture of 
nitric acid/sulphuric acid (NH3/H2SO4) to form a reaction mixture; 

• Mixing a neutralising agent with the reaction mixture from step (1 ) to form a 
precipitate in the reaction mixture; and 

• Separating the precipitate from step (2) from the reaction mixture. 

Langlet I does not expressly teach mixing cyanoguanidine (as a neutralizing 
agent) with the reaction mixture. 
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Seyerl teaches reacting dicyanodiamide, same as cyanoguanidine, with 
sulfaminic acid (NH2SO3H) in an aqueous or organic-aqueous medium to form the 
corresponding guanylurea salt (abstract and column 1, lines 45-47). Langlet II teaches 
that a guanylurea salt is used to make guanylurea dinitramide in Examples 1 and 2. 

Since sulfaminic acid is one of the named compounds named in Langlet I's 
teaching, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at time of 
invention to have modified the method provided by Langlet I, as demonstrated by 
Langlet II and Seyerl, by mixing cyanoguanidine (as a neutralizing agent) in the reaction 
mixture containing sulfaminic acid or other similar compounds to form a precipitate 
(guanylurea dinitramide). 

Regarding claim 15 , claim 15 differs from claim 14 in mixing guanylurea nitrate 
(as a neutralizing agent) instead of cyanoguanidine with the reaction mixture from step 
(1). Seyerl teaches that reacting dicyanodiamide, same as cyanoguanidine, with 
sulfaminic acid (NH2SO3H) in an aqueous or organic-aqueous medium forms the 
corresponding guanylurea salt (abstract and column 1, lines 45-47). Since guanylurea 
salts have shown by Langlet II to be used to prepare dinitramidic salts, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at time of invention to have used any 
guanylurea salt (e.g. guanylurea nitrate) in place of cyanoguanidine in the method 
provided by Langlet I and obtained an expected level of success, motivated by the fact 
that using a guanylurea salt instead of its precursor, cyanoguanidine, could reduce the 
reaction steps and ensure a higher yield and higher purity of the guanylurea dinitramide 
precipitate. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed December 23, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that a salt of dinitramidic acid of the present invention is 
precipitated from an acidic reaction mixture and that Langlet I discloses a process for 
making a dinitramidic salt from a neutral or weakly basic reaction mixture. Langlet I 
teaches that neutralisation (i.e. adding a neutralizing agent) is preferably carried out 
directly from the mixture obtained after nitration (column 3, lines 24-25) and continues 
until the solution is weakly basic (column 4, lines 66-67). That is, the neutralising agent 
is added to the acidic reaction mixture when the reaction mixture is acidic and the 
dinitramidic salt begins to precipitate and continues until the solution is weakly basic 
(i.e. neutralization completed). This does not differ from the present invention that 
depending on at which time point the precipitation is observed, it can be considered to 
occur when the reaction mixture is acidic, neutral, or weakly basic. Therefore, claim 1 
remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Langlet I. It is also 
noted the reaction mixture is neutralized at a pH of 7 + 1 (this encompasses an acidic 
pH (example 7)) and that ADN is separated from the neutralized solution. In view of this 
Langlet I does in fact anticipate the claimed invention. 

With respect to the rejection based on Langlet I in view of Langlet II, applicants 
argue that since Langlet I does not anticipate claim 1, the combination is not proper. 
This is not persuasive because (1 ) as defined above, Langlet I does in fact anticipate 
the claimed invention and (2) they amount to a general allegation that the claims define 
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a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the claims 
patentably distinguishes them from the references (i.e. provide no specific reasons why 
the combination is improper). 

With respect to the rejection based on Langlet I in view of Langlet II and Seyerl, 
applicant's arguments are not persuasive because (1) they amount to a general 
allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out 
how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references (i.e. 
provide no specific reasons why the combination is improper). 

With respect to the arguments based on claim 9, as amended, these are not 
persuasive because as clearly outlined above, the limitations of claim 9 are obvious. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HENG M. CHAN whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5859. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 8:00 am EST to 
5:30 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vickie Kim can be reached on (571)272-0579. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/MICHAEL MARCHESCHI/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1793 

HMC 



